Researchers are forced to extract from the diversity a common set of explanatory variables.
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Another issue arising within the comparative method is how many countries do you compare. There are numerous arguments that favour selecting a small number of countries, which is known as the "small-N method." You can examine each country in detail and find subtle factors that explain similarities or differences. It also allows comparative historical analysis in which countries can be both compared and scrutinized over long periods. Further, the range of variation that a sample of countries can provide is more important than the number of countries.
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The "large-N" method involves the examination of a large number of countries. The emphasis is on finding generalities and the method involves statistical analysis. In attempting to demonstrate generality, however, diversity may become obscure. A preoccupation with distilling explanatory variables can eliminate the distinct identity of each nation-state.
The final major issue in comparative method is the level of analysis. Do you focus on the national level -macro comparative labour history? Or do you focus on the industry, workplace, region, or community -micro comparative labour history? The problem with the macro approach is that results can be misleading because one or more industries dominate the economy. The industry effect is misinterpreted as the national effect; but, as Bean suggests, the problem may be overcome by examining both industry and national factors. Comparative studies of the same industry across several countries are helpful because they allow the researcher to assume that the technical and market factors are relatively constant and focus on broader political and social influences.
Labour Historians and Comparative Labour History
Have labour historians made extensive use of the comparative method? This section will examine Australian and Canadian labour history through a review of Labour History and Labour/Le Travail respectively. It will also look at an international journal -International Labor and Working Class History. There will also be an examination of books and monographs.
In Europe and America, 1900 -1925 (Philadelphia 1983 Social History in Amsterdam on the formation of labour movements. The resulting 2-volume publication involved 27 scholars and covered 26 countries, the Czech workers' movement in the Hapsburg Empire, and the Jewish workers' movement in the Russian Empire. While the editors hoped that comparisons would stimulate hypotheses and proclaim the benefits of the "large-N" method, very few authors attempted systematic comparisons and remained firmly within their national boundaries. As a result, the reader was left to compare an unwieldy number of case studies.
Why is comparative labour history not widespread? Beyond the logistical difficulties and cost of undertaking research in two or more countries, labour historians have tended to be preoccupied with the particular, unrepeatable, unique, and the local. For example, the writers of trade union or labour parties histories have been reluctant to draw upon overseas experience to increase the explanatory power of their research. The concern with the uniqueness of each labour movement has been reinforced by the implicitly comparative notions of "American exceptionalism" in the US, the "peculiarities of the English" in the United Kingdom, and "negative integration" in Germany.
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There has also been a concern that comparative analysis distorts historical research. Robin Gollan, a leading Australian labour historian, wrote in 1965 that "comparative studies can be very dangerous. Kealey and Patmore, "Introduction," 2.
Many of the topics we chose are obvious subjects for intense comparative study. The necessity to include the history of native peoples in both countries, for example, both pre-and post-conquest, was self-evident Similarly, given the immense importance of immigration in the formation of the two societies, the topic could not be ignored. Other topics, however, arose from the desire to explore less immediately apparent areas of comparison such as popular culture. The inclusion of gender, the labour process, and the state developed to some extent from the strength and depth of the work in these areas that we knew was being done in both countries. The labour movement and labour in politics, the institutional bulwarks of labour history, demanded attention as two crucial components of our comparative construction. Finally, it struck us as highly likely that most of the papers on die other mêmes would have a heavily 20th-century focus and hence we felt that we should partially compensate for that by assigning me unenviable task of providing a paper on the 19th-century labour experience in the two countries.
The evident utility of the Australian-Canadian comparison is, of course, not the unique discovery of labour historians. At the turn of the century an array of social reform intellectuals travelled to Australasia to study what they perceived to be an important social experiment with an alternative labour relations system to that of North America. 23 In a similar fashion they would turn to Canada's modified version thereof in the following decades. Moving away from structural concerns into the terrain of agency leads us to some perhaps too obvious comments on comparative history. While Canada's post-European arrival history reaches much further back than Australia's, the extent of pre-19th-century development outside of Québec was quite limited. Nevertheless, the pre-British conquest existence of a feudal society and its ability after 1759 to maintain an ambiguous social and economic system, combining elements of feudalism and capitalism, has had significant historical importance. While Canada certainly possessed nothing equivalent to the convict system, there were at least two areas of the country in which British imperial aims did not envision white settlement. Both Newfoundland and the vast array of lands held in the west and the north by the Hudson's Bay Company were viewed by imperial interests as industries rather than colonies. The former was simply a base from which to prosecute a fishery and the latter was simply a territory in which to operate an extensive fur trade. In both cases, settlement, development, and the evolution of self-government were slowed, perhaps in a fashion analogous to the Australian case.
Australia gests some of the most interesting differences as well. Clearly, the nature of the class forces underlying the state strategies in both countries needs careful analysis. Here is where our comparative assessment of the role of the working class in each country may prove most helpful.
The most obvious measures of working-class strength would seem to indicate a stronger Australian movement Australia has had far higher rates of union density and a vastly more successful labour political movement over the course of this century, although there would appear to be some convergence in both these measures in the 1980s and 1990s as Canadian density rates hold around 40 per cent and as the New Democratic Party (NDP), provincially at least, has enjoyed increased electoral success. (We shall avoid any temptation to predict the future here, although we note the disastrous results of the October 1993 federal election and 1995 Ontario election for the NDP and the 1996 national defeat of the ALP.) The common failure of both Canadian and Australian labour/social democratic governments (if the ALP should even be considered social democratic and if the NDP should be considered labour) to cope with the current round of capitalist restructuring, however, demands some reconsideration of the entire formula by which such questions are answered.
Another similarity between Canada and Australian trade unionism is worth noting. Namely, roughly speaking in both countries the range of union density between states and between provinces is not significant unlike the American situation. To date, at least, there are no equivalents to "right-to-work" states in either Canada or Australia. Indeed the relatively less developed states and provinces, such as Tasmania and Newfoundland, actually have high union density rates because of the extent of organization in the resource sectors. of a comparative approach for labour historians. We also hope that this publication will increase our collective understanding of working-class development in both Australia and Canada and perhaps in general. The current climate of economic crisis and political confusion lends a certain urgency to the task before us as scholars of, and as participants in, the labour movements of our respective countries.
Conclusion

